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Jeffrey Martin

Joyce A. Martin

1924 Mt. Powell Ct.
Antioch, CA 94531-8355

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Commrinications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of
Columbia Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory
protections against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. We strongly urge that
the FCC fulfill its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stationsapiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest ai-e moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. It the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

We urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court  We also urue that the FCC vigorously defend the 35
percent television ownership cap by gathering arid presenting the ample evidence available that
this minimal safeguard is essential 1'he FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of
the American people. as taxpayers. consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you
to prevent fusther serious erosion ol diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. \We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please tultill your responsibility to preserve it.

/C% o d, Tnelin

Joyce A. Martin
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Don Strachan
P.O.Box 1066
Middletown, CA 95461

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sr. S.\W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell.

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at arecent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I sirongly urge (hat the FCC fulfll
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
eitherjustify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limitwas increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-halfare tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumcrs, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsikility to preserve it.

T

—

t sincerely,

Jg g’t. ~ //“"‘f C} N
on Strachan
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Karen Lind
229 Ogden Ave.
Jersey C:ty, 147 37307

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12thSt. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphoid the iiteresiz « £ American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Poweli,

As aconcerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning ane «f the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against meadi2 monopoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appeaiing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. 1fthe Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each ether up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decisioi: overierning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. 1 also urgz that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television. ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence avaitabie fiat thiz
minimai safzguard IS essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is t0 upheid i interests of the
Americarn pecple, 23 taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. W depend on you {z
prevani hither scricus erozion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we reed to make gur deniecracy WOTK. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Piease fulfill your responaitiiity i preserve it.

- K%M e ™~
-

en Lind - ]
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David Zeff
78 Terrace Ave.
Daly Crirv, CA 940152430
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Michae! Powell, Chairman S
Federyd Corrmunicetions Commisaion '
3145 12ih 5t S W

Waushingten DC 26355

KE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

A's a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer. | ani deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media mongpoly, and ordering the review of mother. | strongly urge that the ECC.{ulfill.
Ms mission e protect the public interest by appraling these ruhings.

IMe court overturned the rule [hat had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cahlc franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
cither justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of L1.S. houscholds, stating that as is the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since thc 19405 whcn networks could only
own three stations apiece. The nunicriea! Hmit was increased a-number of times over the years

and finally eliminated by, the Telecommus cations Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 pereent of the audience.

Currently, amenyg broadcast TV markets, anc-seventh are monopolies, ane-quarter arc duopolies,
onc-half are tlghtol:uopolms and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975and 2000, the numberofsmuon owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. I fthc Court of Appeals rulings arc

allowed to stand, media diversity will dccline even moré sharply, as large media corporations
A EBTETInH tiiernr snsla = TICEST 10 Rigns 'r'ﬁ‘??“ﬁ‘.’a.u, R turgd mdrk‘*” T
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! urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals—demsmn overturning the television-cable cross-
own‘ﬁsﬁrp nileto thie Supréme Court. | also urge that the FCC v1borously defend the 35 percent
telévision ownership cap by gathicring and presénting ‘the ampleevidence available that this
minimal safeguard i§¢55ential. The FCC's chicf responsibility is to uphold the interests of [he
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you tu
nravent furiher sarious crosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
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Craig S. Cramer
Box 84
Clearwater, FL 33757-0084

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.\W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
eitherjustify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturningthe television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential, The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the

American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a dem_ocracP/. We depend on yo%J to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans deperid for

the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

Most sincerely,

-

Craig S. Cramer
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Helen Weber
2538 Warren Ave. N.
Seattle, WA 98109

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communicatioris Commission
445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
iLs Mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from ownipg television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the'rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975and 2000, the number ofstation owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. \We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

" ‘Most sincerely,

A
‘\g', e u)e/f,?z L

- Helen Weber -
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Hilde Lehmann
2028 Guizot
San Dhego, CA 92107

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the intcrests of American citizens and our dcniocracy!

Dear Mr _Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | an deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FC:¢ fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television...
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new se:vices like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The conurt alse ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a compaiy frorm owiing reiev zion stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 194(5. when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numericai Limit wau izicreased a 1-»nber of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telccommunications Act of 1998, which allowszd a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadeast, TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quartsr are duopolies,
one-half urc tight oligopolics, and fhe rest.are moderately concentrated. While tlic nuznber of TV
stafions increased from 952 to. L, 678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station-owners has
actually declined from 543 10 360 in the same pesiod. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diyersity w1Tl decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
zobble cach other up and meve closer to manepoly Status in many large markets.

i urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap b gathering and presenting the ample cvidence available that this
minimal safeguard is esser:iial. The FC “"s chief responsib'[i{vi te: uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpziers, consumiz <, and citizens of a democtacy. We depend.an you to
prevent further serious 2rason of diversiiy i fhe media upon which all Americans dcpufﬂd for: ,
the inforination we nee .. make o democracy work. We need dcinocratic, ¢erse and .
decentralized media. Pleasc tuiltl vour responsibility 10 preserve it.

Most sincerely; - -

. i .
[ FE I N T
! . L PRI £ Y

0. Hilde Lehmann .
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Sylvia Wolf

Leo Wolf

10355 Cheviot Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90064

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
A4i51 Oth St. SW

ywiastington DC 20554

Ik Upl:oid the interests of Amernican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of
Columbiz Court of Anpeals decision nvertuming one of the couniry’s Iast-remaining regulatory
protections against media monopoly, and crdering the review of another. We strongly urge that
the FCC {ulfiil its mission to protét the pubilic interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overtumed the rule that had prevented one compeany 6-om owning both tzlevision
stations and cable {ranchises in 2 single markat. The court <laimed that lha increaszd pum>er of
TV stations tsday and the competitior; from the prolifération of new services like satetiite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary © prctect diversity The court alsc ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company ;Torn-owning television statiens which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, statlng that as is, the rule is arbitrary and itlegal.

1hc station ownership cap has been much reVIsed since the1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The-numerical limit was increased a nLLmber of times ovsr.the years

and finally eliminated by:the Teiecommuriications Act of 1936 Wthh a]lowed anetwork to own
enough stations to reach 35 perczrt of the audience: S . T .

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, on¢-seventh are:monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half arc tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. . While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has

actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are

allasizad to stand, media diversity will decline even mors sharply, as large media corporations

gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

We urge you Dappeal the Court of Appeals decision overtursing the televisicn-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. We also urge:that the FCC. vigorously defend the 35 -
percent television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that
this niinimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of
the American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens ofa democracv. We deoend on you
to pravent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Amerizans depend for
the information we need to make our demiocracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responolblflty to preserve it. '

o . R R TRV A
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Summer Shafer
24 Morning View Drive
Newport Coast, CA 92657

Micheel Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12thSt. SW
Washington DC 20554
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Summer A. Shafer
24 Morning View Drive
Newport Coast, CA 92657

Michael Powell. Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.\W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As aconcerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | an deegly dis,tuibed at a recent Disﬁrict of Columbia
Cluitue mppeais ycuibion OVErTUMIng one ot the country's last-remaining regulatory protections

against media. monopoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

‘The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchiszs in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owing television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s. when networks ‘could only
own three siations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
siations increased from 952to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply. as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and Citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

Most sincerely,

Surmmer A . Shafer
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Catherine Miller
P.O.Box 577
Garberville, CA 95542

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.,

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopaly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the nublic interest by appealing thees mlings-

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owing both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available ihat this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and

decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

Most sincerely, T
U;;%;’{;:;wajuﬁ_a \ J ) s | P

Catherine Miller
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Carolina Bagnarol
542 Hillside Rd.
Emerald Hills, CA 94062

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
eitherjustify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1696, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the cumber of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. | also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend onyou to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

) '[’&st.s,:'_, etely, 4 /i .
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arolina Bagnarol
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Margaret Remington
P.O. Box 33
Ridgway, CO 81432

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.\W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition fram the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the {940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens ofa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserya
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Bill Denneen
1340 Cielo Ln.
Nipomo, CA 93444

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St S.W.

Washington DC 20554

RE: Upholc tae interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mir. Pasvell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Ceourt of App=als decision overturning one of ihe country's last-remaining regulatory protections
cgainst media monapoly, and ordering the review of another. | strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission t¢ protect the pubiic interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the ruie that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and <able franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from th= proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
eitherjustify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more ihan 35 perceni of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station owrership cap has bzen much revised since the 1940s, when networks cculd only
owE ihree stations aniece. The rumerical limit was increased a number of times over ine years
and finaily eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
cnough staticns to reacn 35 percent of the audience.

Currently. among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
sne-half are 1, 2ht Lligopolies, 2i.d the rest are moderately concentztzd. White the number of TV
stalions incraased from 932 to 1,678 betweein 1975 and 2000, the number of staiion owners hus
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. Ifthe Court of Appeals rulings are
aliowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corperations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

| urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals deC|S|on overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court, | alse urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumcrs, and <itizens o fa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further, serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americaris'depeénd for
the information we need to make our democracywork. Yie need democratic;-diversé and
decentiglized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. = o et s o
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